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1. Real Party in Interest: 

Hie real party in interest is Hewlett-Padurd Devdopment Conipany, LP, a limited 
partnership established under the laws of the State of Texas and having a principal place of 
business at 20SSS S.H. 249 Houston. TX 77070, U.SA. (hereinafter "HPDC"). HPDC is a 
Texas limited partnership and is a wholly-owned afSliaie of Hewlett-Padcard ConQ>any. a 
Ddawaze Coipoiation, headquartered in Palo Alto, CA. The gmeral or managing partner of 
HPDC is HPQ Holding LLC. 
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2. Related Appeals and Interf erencei 

There are no other prior and/or pending ^)peals, interferences, or judidd proceedings 
fhat are related to, directly afiEect, or that vail be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
Board's decision. 
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3. Status of Claims 



Claims 1-27 are pending in flie ^Hcadan. 
Claims 1-27 stand rgected in tiie application. 
No claims were canceled in ibe application. 
No claims were allowed in the plication. 

The rgections of claims 1-27 are appealed. 
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4. Status of Amendments 



No Amendments were ffled Bubsequegat to the Final Office Actiim. 
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5. Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

Appellant notes that whea citations indude a paragnvh number (e.g. [00025]), the 
line numbers that follow are counted from the top of the paragn{^ not from the top of the 
page. Additionally, the citations provided denote example portions in the specification that 
support (he coxresponding subject matter and are not intended to be the only supporting 
poitioiL 

Claim 1 Is directed towards an image fonning device and recites a storage device for 
storing data (speciiicationpage4,paragrq)h [0014], lines tO-ll;Fig. 1, Sterage Device 105). 
Claim 1 fiuther recites a storage access manager configmed to coordinate access to Oie 
storage device finom a plurality of client devices (specification page 4, paragnqih [0016], lines 
8-12; Fig. 1, Storage Access Manager 135 coordinates access to Storage Device 105 from 
client A 1 10 and Client B 120). The client devices commumcatc with the stora^ device 
using at least one uncoordinaHng eonununication protocol (spedficatim page 4, paiagrtph 
[0016] lines 4-6). 

Independent Claim 1 1 

Claim 1 1 is directed to an aitide of manufacture embodied in a computer^oadable 
medium (spedfication page 12, paragraph [0040] lines 8-9). Hie computer-readable 
medium is for use in an image fbrming device having a storage device accessible by at least a 
first communication protocol and a second communication protocol (spedfication page 3, 
paragr^h [0013] lines 1-3; Fig. 1, Image Forming Device 100 having Storage Device 105 
accessible by Communication Protocol A 1 15). aaim 11 redtes first processor executable 
instructions for causing a processor to maintaui a cunent access state fbr the storage device 
(spedfication psge 10. paragrqih [0032], lines 1-3; Fig. 3, Storage Access Manager 300 
maintains Current State of Storage Device 325). 
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Claim 11 fiirfher recites second processor executable instnictions for causing a 
piocessor to dctemune a contaition status between the cuneat access state and a received 
access request for accessing the storage device based on a contention logic (specification 
page II, paFSgrai^ [0035], lines 7-9; 1% S, blod; SIS). The contention logic defines ri^ts 
for simultaneous access to the storage device fixmi the at least die first communication 
protocol and the second communication protocol (specification pages 7-8, paragraph [0026], 
lines S-7; Fig. 3, Contention Logic 315 defines Contention Rules 320). The claim fiirfher 
recites diat die at least first communication protocol does not provide notice of an access to 
the second commumcadon protocol (specificadon page 4, paragraph [0016], lines 5-8). 
Claim 11 finther redtes third processor executable instructions for causing a processor to 
determine whether die received access request is pemiissible based on die contention status 
(specification page 11, paragraph [0035], lines 7-9; Fig 5, block 520). 

Indeoendent Claim 20 

Daim 20 is directed to a method of providing access to a storage device within an 
image forming device (specification page 10, paragraph [0034], tinesl-2; Fig. 5). The 
method . recites providing access to the storage device in accordance with multiple 
communication protocols (specificadon page 4 paragraph [0014], lines 2-3; Fig. 1, Access 
Manager 135 provides access to Storage Device 105 in accordance widx Communication 
Protocol A IIS and Communication Protocol B 125). At least one of the communication 
protocols does not provide notice of an access to Uie odier protocols (specification page 4, 
paragraph [0016], lines S-8). 

Clahn 20 fiirdier recites coordinating multiple access requests to the storage device 
based on contention rules that define permissibility of simultaneous access requests fiom the 
multiple communication protocols (specification page 11, paragr^ [0035], lines I>3}. 
AdditionaUy, claim 20 recites detMnining whether a received access request is permissible 
based on a current access state of the storage device (specification page 1 1, paragrqA [0035], 



7 

PM£Sn6'RCVDAT8l7/2l)075:S9:13PU|pas((ffl[)aylglitM^ 



08/07/2007 17:59 FAX 216 348 5474 MCDONALD HOPKINS BURKE 



Docket No. 200210214-1 
AppLNa 1(^628^18 

Brisf dated Avgnst 7. 2007 



lines 7-9; Fig 5, block 520) and a contention with the received access request based on the 
contention rules (speoifioation page 12, paragraph [0038], lines 1-3). 
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6. Grmmds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

1. WhcOrcr claims 11«19 are lupatentable under 35 U.S.C. §101 as being directed to 
nonstatutory subject matter. 

n. Whether claims 1-27 arc unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being^ 
unpatentable over Mclntyre (2003/0063305) in view of Quinn (2004/0006616). 

m. Whether claims 4, 13, and 21 arc unpatentable under 35 U S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mclntyre (2003/006330S) in view of Quinn (2004/0006616) as applied to 
claims 1, 11 and 20 above, and fiirdier in view of Eriington (2003/0233544). 
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7. Argnnteut 

I. Wbetther dAfms ll-]9 nre nnpatentable nnder 35 U.S.C. §101 as betas 
directed to nonstatutory subject matter. 

Claims 11-19 were rejected under 35 U-S.C. §101 as b«ing directed to non-statutory 
subject matter. Appellant notes that independent claim 1 1 is directed to and expressly recites 
"an article of manufacture." Tbas claim 11 is one of the statutory categories of elig^le 
subject matter in 35 U.S.C. §101: "manu&cture." TbsKEate, ibe rejection is improper on this 
ground alone and should be reversed. 

Furthermore, independent daim 1 1 recites (hat the aitide of manu&cture is embodied 
in "a computer-readable medium" and that the article of manufacture comprises "processor 
executable instructions." The MPEP and the Federal Circuit has held this claim type to be 
statutory. For example, M?EP 2106.01 states that this claim type is statutory, citing Ijovny . 

MPEP 2106.01, Section I, paragraph 2, states: 

"In contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a computer program 
is a computer element which defines structural and functional interrdationships 
between the computer prognon and the rest of the computer which permit the 
computer program's functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory . See Lowry, 32 
F.3d at 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d at 1035." (emphasis added) 

For &ese additional reasons, the §101 rgection is ocMitrary to the MPEP and case law. 
Claim 1 1 defines statutory subject matter and the rejection should be reversed. 

The Final Office Action also advances the theory that "[a] product is a tangible 
physical article or object, some form of matter, whidi a signal is not." (Final Office Acticm, 
page S, third paragr^h). This theory is not a legal standard to detomine statutory subject 
matter and incorrectly reflects Patent Office holdings and case law. For example, the U.S. 
Patent Office's Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences has stated diat physical subject 
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matter includes ^ tangible and intangible nutter, and includes electrical sipials. Ex parte? 
Bilaki, Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences, Appeal number 2002-2257, (ScpL 26, 
2006), see pages 6, 17, 27. 37, and 38 (nonprecedential). 

In the Bilski opinion, the Board of Patent Appeals stated: 

"TTiis perpetuates the misunderstanding that 'Hansformation requires transfimnation 
of a tangible object or article, contrary to cases that ej^lain diat Ifae subject matter 
transformed can be physical, yet intangible, phenomena sudi as electrical signals. See 
In re Sdirader. 22 F.3d 290, 295 n.12, 30 UPSQ2d 1455. 1459 n.l2 (Fed. Ctr. 
1994)..." Id. at 37. 

"... Thus, it is apparent that changes to JotmsblS subject matter represoitative of or 
constituting physical activity or objects aie included in Oiis definition"); citing 
Lundgren. 76 USPQ2d at 1398-99, Id. at 37. [Emphasis in original] 

Therefore the rationale of the rejection incorrectly characterizes signcds per se and is 
contrary to case law. The rejection is improper and caimot stand. 

The burden is on the Patent Office to set forth a prima fade case of unpatentability 
(MPEP §2106 1V(B)). The appropriate test must be applied and "when evaluating die scope 
of a claim, every limitation in the claim must be considered. USPTO personnel may not 
dissect a claimed invention into discrete elements and then evaluate the elements in 
isolation." (MPEP §2106 II (C)). Merely picking the term "signals" or "carrier wave/pulse" 
fiom the specification and rejecting the entire claim is a improper dissection of elements and 
an improper evaluation in isolation. The rejection is in^roper for this additional reason and 
should be reversed. 

Furthermore, the Examiner is basing the rqection on improperly importing 
limitations from the specification into the daims. Claim 11 does not recite "signals" or 
"earner waves." This violates MPEP 21 1 1.01(11). Tims, the rejection is improper for this 
additional reason and should be reversed. 
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Therefoie. indqiendmt daim 1 1 is directed to siibjeet statutory matter, namely, an 
article of manufiu^ture. The §101 rgection of daim 11 and depoulent daims 12-19 is 
improper and should be reversed. 

IL Whether claims 1-27 are onpatentablo under 35 U^.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mclnflyre (2003/0063305) in view of Qoinn Q004/0006616). 

Independent Claim 1 

Claim 1 redtes an image forming device comprising a storage access manager 
configured to coordinate access to the storage device from a plurality of dient devices that 
communicate with a storage device using at least one uncoordinating communication 
protocol. An applicant may be thdr o>¥n Imcogrc^her. Tbc specification of the subject 
qq;>lication provides an example of uncoordfaiating commtmication protocols as, 
"tmcoordinatins communication protocols include protocols from different devices that may 
compete for access to the storage device 105 where at least one protocol does not provide 
notice of the access to die other protocol or device." (spedfioation. paragraph [0016]). 
When a protocol does not provide notice of the access, other devices are not aware of the 
access (spedfication page 7, [0024]). As soch. the access is not coordinated and hence the 
tenn unoooidinating protocol. This meaning is consistent with the ordinaiy meaning of 
something that is "uncoordinated." Mclntyre and Quinn fiil to teach or suggest this feature 
and fail to establish a prima fade obviousness rejection. 

Mclntyre teaches a document production system for setting, controlUn& querying and 
saving printer control settings (Mclntyre, Abstract). Tbe document production system 100 
inchidcs a printer control ftognm 150 resident on, or accessibk to, a computer 110, or 
conqniting device (Mclntyre, paragraph [0021]). One or more lointers 120, or printing 
devices, may be in operable communication with the computer 110 (Mdn^re, paragraph 
[0021]). The printers 120 may be controlled by the printer control program ISO using 
computer 110 (Mclntyre, paragraph [0021]). Mcbityre explains that printers 120 
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comnnmicate with computer 110 and other computing devices using serial cables, parallel 
cables. SCSI ports, USB ports, IR ports, or other suitable wired or wireless conununieation 
tedmologies (Mebityre, panffofii [0023]). Individual printers 120 may be connected, or 
accessible to, a sin^e computing device, or multiple computing devices, which make up tfae 
network system (Mclntyre, paragraph [0023]). 

The Office Action provides "Mclntyre does not specifically [sic] client devices Aat 
communicate with tfae storage device using at least one uncoordinating communication 
protocols as required." (Final Office Action, page 13). Quinn was cited to cure this 
deficiency, but as explained in the Allowing, it does not. 

Quinn teadtes tedmiques for managing a storage environmoit. (Quinn, Abstract). 
Quinn iurtho' provides "[e]mbodiments of the present invention handle the necessary 
translations between the high-level commands and the low>level storage aiTay«specific 
commands or protocols." (Quinn, Abstract). The Office Action provides: 

Quinn discloses client devices that communicate with the 
storage device using at least one uncoordinating 
ctmununication protocol [clients may use different message 
types/fonnats and communication protocols to communicate 
requests to command requests to command seivere 208; par. 
47; See also claim text 3] to provide improved tedmiqucs for 
managing storage environments [par. 7]. 
OPinal Office Action, pages 13). 

Hie portion of Quinn rdied upon in tfae Office Action disdoses "different message 
types/formats and communication protocols." (Quinn, paragraph [0047]). However, rdiance 
on paragraph [0047] is ndsplaced. Appdiant lespeolfiilly stibmits tiiat Quirai does not teach 
or suggest coordinating access to the storage device firom a plurality of dient devlcos that 
communicate with a storage device using at least one uncoordinating oommunication 
protocol. 

Refetring to Quinn para^^ [0047], the Final Office Action States. 
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Quinn discloses "client devices communicatioii with fhe storage device using at least 
one uncoordinatlng communicatioQ protocol", verbatim in par. [0047]. 
CFinal Office Action, p9ge 7, aeoond parag^h). 

AppeUant TBspectfiiUy disagrees. No such statement is found vcri)atim in paragraph 
[0047] of Quisn as the Examiner alleges. Paragraph [0047] ledtes: 

[0047] Gient q)pIication8 212 may include applications that use services and APIs 
provided by command server 208. Examples of client applications 212 include 
storage management plications, third party applications, oflier command servw 208 
applications, and other ^iplications. Client (plications may use different message 
types/formats and communication protocols to communicate command requests to 
command server 208. Examples indnde XML fomoat, HTTP fomiat, command line 
intnface format, various proprietary fomsats, and otiien. 
(Quinn, paragnq^h [0047]) 

Reading para^ph [0047], there is no disdosure of "uncoordinating communication 
protocol" and certainly no veibatiffl disdosure. The Examiner's reliance on Quinn is 
misplaced. Furthennbre, generically mentioning different conmnmicatioii protoools does not 
automatically mean or sug^ uncooidfaMtBig protocols wiflumt an actual teadiing. Even 
looking tor related fimctionBlity, die dted sections of Quinn (to not teach <a suggest anydiing 
about protocols that do not provide notice of access to other protocols or devices. Hius one 
of ordinary skill in die art would not interpret Quinn to disdose contfoUing uncoordinating 
protocols as alleged by the Office Action. 

As such, the r«ijection is based upon an incorrect reading of Quinn and flawed 
reasoning using a sentence that genericaDy mentions "communication protocols to 
communicate command requests to command server 208." Based on this sentence, the 
rejection makes two improper condusions, (1) that the client devices use on uncowdinating 
communication protocol, and (2) that fte command sorver 208 is configured to coordinate 
access to the storage device from a plurality of client devices that communicate with a 
storage device using at least one uncoordinating communication protocol. Nddier of these 
condusions are supported by the paragraph [0047]. A generic reference to "eommunication 
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protocols" fidls to teach or suggest the recited elements of claim 1 and fiuls to teach or 
suggest the recited configuration of the storage access manager of claim 1. Rathor, the 
conclusions of the rgection are based upon misinteipretation and unsoppoited alleged &cts. 
Quinn fidls to siqpport the rejection for wUcli it is relied upon and the rejection is improper. 



Thus Quinn Ms to cure the deficiencies of Melntyie and fidls to establish a (Mima 
facie obviousness rejection. The rejection of claim 1 is inqm^er and cannot stand. As sudi, 
the rejections of dependent daims 2-10 are also improper and should be reversed. 

Independent Claiin 1 1 

Claim 1 1 recites second processor executable instructions for causing a processor to 
determine a contention status between the current access state and a received access request 
for accessing the storage device based on a contention logic, the contention logic defining 
rights for simultaneous access to the storage device fioni the at least first communication 
protocol and the second communication protocol v^ere die at least fim communication 
protocol does not provide notice of an access to the second conmrunication protocol, and, 
third processor executable instructions for causing a processor to determine whether the 
received access request is permissible based on the contention status. Mclntyre and Quinn 
fail to teach or suggest this feature and thus fail to establish a prima ficie obviousness 
rejection. The rejection cannot stand. 

In rejecting claim 1 1 , the Final Office Action states the deficiencies in Mclntyre as: 



"Mclntyre does not qtedfically teach second processor executable instructions fbr 
causing a processor to detennine a contention status between the current access state 
and a received access request for access request for accessing the storage device 
based on a eontention logic, tibe contention logic defining ri^bts for sunultanoous 
access to flie storage device fiom the at least first oommunicatioa protocol and the 
seeond eommunicatiaD protocol as required." (0£Sce Action, page 16). 
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Hie Office Action then cites Quion to cure these deficiencies. The office action leUes 
on Quinn paragraphs [0052], [0063], and [0069], which discuss an "AddVolume" agent and 
providing "exdosive access" 0oc!ked access) to a storage aiiay (Final Office Action, page 8). 
Appellant lespectfiilly submits that providing exclusive access to a storage amy is the 
opposite of providing simultaneous access. The purpose and function of providing excfaisive 
access to one device is to prohibit all otiier accesses fiom other requesting devices. This 
means tiiat all other accesses are locked out and no simultaneous access occurs. None of tiie 
dted sections of Quinn discuss providing simultaneous access and dius it is not surprising 
that there is no mention of a contention logic that defines rights for simultaneous access. 
Accordingly, the reliance on Quinn is misplaced and Quinn &il8 to support the rejection. 

The Office Action alleges that gaining exdusive access "intrinsically results fiom a 
simultaneous access cpoflict" (Office Action page 8, line 9-10). Since this statement is not 
supported by the actual disdosure from Quina, it is in effect an OfBce Notice of Fact taken 
by the Examiner. MPEP §2144.03 warns of taking Office Notice only "in limited 
dicumstances." Such notice is not warranted in the present case. For example when a 
system provides exclusive access to a devic^ it may be implemented to always provide 
exclusive access fiir each access request to ensure that no conflicts occur. The exclusive 
access may result fiom a predetermined implementation to ovoid simultaneous access. Thus, 
it is not "inUinsic" that exclusive access results fiom a simultaneous access conflict as 
alleged by the Examiner. 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the ait would not find such an interpretation from 
reading and understanding Quinn. The rejection is improper for this reason. Furthermore 
since Quinn fails to support the inteipretation advanced by the Examiner,- it q>pears that the 
interpretation is based on improper hindsight. The rejection is improper. For this additional 
reason, a prima fade obviousness rejection has not been established and the reaction cannot 
stand. 
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The Final Office Action of page 16 provides additional reasoning for rejectiqg daino 
II. Here, fhe njection relies on Qudnn based on a ratimale fhtt it teaches a first 
c om m u nica ti on protocol and a second communication protocoL However, nowhere in the 
rationale does it address die entire daim language of "where fhe at least first communication 
protocol does not provide notice of an access to fhe second communication protocol." Thus, 
a prima &de rejection has nsA been established and the rejection cannot stand. 

Finally, the motivation to combine Mclntyre and Quinn is provided on page 17 of the 
Final Office Action. The motivation is stated as, "in order to allow exdusive access or 
locking to tiie storage device." As explained previously, providing exdusive access is 
contrary to providing simultaneous access. Thus, the motivation to combine does not ^ly 
and is irrdevant to daim 1 1. And in particdar, the motivation is inelevant to the daimed 
features of determining a contention status based on a contention logic, the contention logic 
defining ri^ts for simultaneous access. The motivation is improper and violates §103 fbr 
conibining references. Acoordin^y, the combined rrfcrcnces still ftii to teach or suggest 
each and every dement of claim 11 and fail to suppoit a proper obviousness rejection. The 
rejection must be reversed. 

As such, Quinn docs not teach or suggest simultaneous access to the storage device 
firom the at least first communication protocol and the second communication protocol where 
the at least first communication protocol does not provide notice of an access to the second 
communication protocol. Further, Quinn does not teach or suggest contention logic defining 
rights for simultaneous access to the storage device fiom the at least first communication 
protocol and tiie second communication protocol. 

Quinn fails to cure the defidendes of Mclntyre and fails to siq>port a proper 
obviousness rejection. The rejection cannot stand. Accordin^y. the rejections of dei>endent 
daims 12-19 are also in^proper and should be reversed. 
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Claim 20 was rejected simply by incoiporating the rationale fiom the iqecdon of 
claims 1, 4 and 11 (Final Office Action, bottom of page 19). The sped&c eloneats fiom 
claim 20 were not addressed. 

Claim 20 recites "providing access to the stoiage deviis in aoooidaiiee with multiple 
communication protocols vdieie at least one of Qie commamcation protocols does not 
provide notice of an access to the ofher protocols.** However, no rationale has been provided 
in the Final Office Action diat addresses ihe language of Vhere at least one of ^e 
comrouDication protocols does not provide notice of an access to the other protocols." No 
citations to references have been provided that teach or suggest this element Indeed, the 
rationale under claim 1 1 only refers to a first and second communication protocol but fiuls to 
address the recited language of "does not provide notice of an access to Uie oAer protocols." 
Due to this deficiency alone, a prima facie obviousness ngection has not been establidied and 
the rcsjection cannot stand. 

Claim 20 finther recites "coordinating multiple access rciquests to Uie storage device 
bas^ on contention ndes that define permissibility of simultaneous access requests from the 
multiple communication protocols." Mdnlyre and Quinn. individually and/or in 
combination, fail to teadi or suggest this feature and tfius a prima &eie obviousness rqecHon 
has tiot been established for daim 20. 

As discussed above, Mclntyre does not teach or suggest providing access to a storage 
device in accordance with multiple communication protocols where at least one of the 
communication protocols does not i«bvido notice of an access to the other protocols. 
Ftvther, Mclntyre does not teach or suggest coordinating multiple access requests to the 
storage device based on contention rules dut define pennissibility of simultaneous access 
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requests fiom die multiple oomniuiiieatiQii protocols. Quinn does not cure the shoztcomings 
ofMcIntyze. 

Quina teadies tednuqnes fiir providix^ exclusive access to a device, not providing 
simultaneous access (Quinn, pangraphs [0052], [0063], and [0069^. As explained under 
claim 1 1, die Exandnei^ rdiance on Quinn i$ misplaced. The motivation to cmnbine die 
references is also misplaced. Hius, Quinn fails to teadi or suggest coordinating multiple 
access requests to the storage device based on oontoition rules that define pennisvibility of 
simultaneous access requests fiom the muhtple communication protocols as recited in daim 
20. A prima facie obviousness rejection has not been established for claim 20 and the 
rejection should be reversed. Accordingly, die rejections of dependent claims 22-27 aro also 
improper and should be revved. 



m. Whether claims 4, 13, and 21 are unpatentable under 35 VJS.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Melntyre In view of Quinn as applied to claims 1, 11 and 20 
above, and farther In view of BrUngton (2003/0233544). 

Claims 4, 13, and 21 depend from independent claims 1, 11, and 20, respectively. 
The rejections of independeit claims 1,11, and 20 have been shown to be improper. Thus, 
die rejection of dieir dqiendent claims 4, 13. and 21 are also iniproper. Combining Eriingon 
ftila to cure these defidendes. Therefore the OfBce Action has not established a prima fade 
case for z^ecting these claims and the rejection should be reversed. 
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RECEIVEP 

CEMTBAL FAX CENTER 

AUG 07 2007 



For flie reasons set forth abov«» a prima facie obviousness r^ection has not been 
established for any daim. All ejections have been shown to be improper. Appellant 
respectfully believes diat all pending dainis 1-27 patentably.and imobviously distinguish 
over the references of record and that the rejections should be reversed. Fuithennore. all 
claims define statutcny subject matter. Appdlant respectfully requests that the Boaid of 
Appeals ovcitum the Examin^'s rgectitnis and allow all pencUng claims. An eady 
allowance of all dsims is earnestly solicited. 



Req>ectfully submitted. 



Date 





Peter Kraguljae (Reg. No. 3g^20) 



(216)348-5843 
McDonald Hopkins LLC 
600 Superior Avenue, E. 
Cleveland. OH 44114 
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1 . An image fbiming device comprising: 
a storage device ibr storing dat«; and 

a storage access manager configured to coordinate access to the storage device fiom a 
plurality of dient devices that conmninicate with die. storage device using at 
least one unooordinating communication protocol. 

2. . The image fimning device of daim 1 wherem tfie storage access manager is 
configured to coordinate simultaneous access to the storage device fimn a seetor-levd 
communication protocol and a file-level communication protocol. 



3. The image fonning device of claim 2 wherein the sector-Ievel oommunicalion 
protocol includes a universal serial bus protocol and the file-level communication protocol 
includes a common internet file system protocol. 

4. The image forming device of claim 1 wherein the storage access manager further 
includes a contmtion matrix ooivfigured to determine contention states for accessing the 
Storage device. 

5. The image forming device of claim 1 finder including a universal serial bus 
communication port for communicating to the storage device and, a netwoilc communication 
port for communicating to the storage device. 
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6. The image fonniog device of claim 1 Airth« including a pliirBlity of universal serial 
bus communication ports configured to provide access to <he storage device. 

7. Hie image fbnning device of daim 1 wherein die ston^ device includes logic to 
notify a dient device whedier an access request for die storage device is pemmsible. 

g. The image fomiing device of claim 1 wherein storage access manage is embodied as 
logic. 

9. The image fonning device of daim 1 wherein storage device is one or more memory 
cards. 

10. The image forming device of elum 1 whertin the storage access manager indudes 
storage access manager means to coordinate the access to die storage device. 

11. An ardde of manufoctorc embodied in a computer-readable medium for use in an 
image forming device having a storage device accessible by at least a first communication 
protocol and a second communication protocol, the article of maini&cture comprising: 

first processor executable instructions for causing a processor to maintain a cuirent 

access state for the stora^ devier, 
second processor exeeotable instructions for causing a processor to determine a 
contention status between the current access state and a reodved access 
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request for accessing the storage device based on a contention logic, the 
contention tegic defining rights for simultaneous access to die storage device 
finom the at least fifst commuoication protocol and the second commumcatioii 
protocol vAiete the at least first communication protocol does not provide 
notice of an access to die seemd conmumcation protocol; and 
tfaiid processor executable instructions for causing a processor to determine whether 
the received access request is permissible based on the contention status. 

12. The article of manufacture as set forth in claim 1 1 wherein the contention logic is 
configured to coordinate simultaneous access to the stcoage device by one or more clients 
using diC' first communication protocol and one or more clients using the second 
oommumcahon protocol. 

13. The aitide of mami&ctura as set forth in claim 11 wherein fte contention logic is 
configured as a contention matrix that defines a plurality of access types to die storage device 
and whether simultaneous access is pennissible between eadi odier. 

14. The article of manuftcture as set forth in claim 1 1 wherein the contention logic is 
configured based on the first communication protocol being a 8ector4evel i»otocol and die 
second communication protocol being B file-level protocol. 
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15. Tbe article of mamifiutme w set ibrth in claim 11 whoein at least a fint 
conununication protocol and flic second conmranicatimi protocol include at least otM 
uncooidinoting eonununicadon protocol. 

16. The article of manufacture as set forfli in daim 1 1 iurtfaer tnduding fourth 
csxecutablc instructions for causing a processor to notify a first client when access to the 
storage device occurs by a second client 

17. The article of manufacture as set forth in claim 1 1 wherein the at least fust and the 
second conununication jnotocols indude the same protocol. 

18. The article of manufacture as set forth in claim 1 1 fiirther including fifth processor 
executable instructions for causing a processor to assign an identifier to each client 
requesting access to the storage device. 

19. The artlde of manufacture as set forth in claim 11 wherein the second processor 
executable instructions indude storage access manai^ means for controlling access to the 
storage device. 

20. A mediodofproviding access to a storage device wifldn an image forming devioei the 
method comprising ibe stqn of: 
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providing access to the storage device in accordance mrifh multiple communication 

protocols where at least one of fhe conimunication ptotoools does not provide 

notice of an aecess to the ofter protocols; 
coordinating multiple access requests to the storage device based on contention rales 

that define pemilssibiltty of simultaneous access requests from the multiple 

communication protocols; and 
detenooining whether a received access request is penniasible based on a cunent 

access state of the storage device and a cooteation with the received access 

request based on the contention rales. 

21 . Hie method as set forth in daim 20 furAer including defining die contention rules 
based on types of access requests and a type of communicatiQn protocol associated with each 
access request 

22. The method as set fiirth in claim 20, the providing access step including providing 
access based on a sector-level communication protocol and a file-IevBl-communication 
protocol. 

23. The method as set forth in claim 20 fiirther including notiiying a client requesting 
access to the slora^ device Di^iether access is pomissible. 

24. The method as set forth in dahn 20 further induding assigning an idoitifier to each 
access request received. 
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25. The m^bod as set forth in claim 20 furdwrinduding notifying a 
second dient accesses the sttmiec device. 

26. The method as set forth in daim 20 wheiein^ multiple oonununication protocols 
include at least one imcoordinating communication (Hotoeol. 

27. The znediod as set fordi in claim 20 wherein the multiple conununication protocols 
include the same cQmrnunication protocol. 
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9. Evidenee Appendix 

None. There is no extrinsic evidence. 
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10. Related Proceedlnga Appemlix 

None: There are no related proceedings. 
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